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Abstract 
10 lectal variables were examined with respect to Norwegian speakers’ 
acceptance of long-distance reflexives (LDR), using a questionnaire to elicit 
grammaticality judgements on 50 potential LDR sentences. A sample of 180 
speakers completed the questionnaire. The data was analysed using a general linear 
model univariate model, and Spearman’s correlation. In this sample, the results 
showed that dialect and level of education had significant effects on speakers’ 
acceptance of long-distance reflexives, while sex, age, being a native speaker, 
having both native speaker parents, living in the city or the country, and the 
speaker’s attitudes to the two Norwegian writing languages had no influence on 
speakers’ acceptance of long-distance reflexives. It is suggested that the influence 
of Danish on Norwegian writing and on the southern dialects may be the cause of 
the observed variation with respect to LDR in Norwegian. 
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* This paper was presented at ALS, September 2006. A longer version of this paper which includes much 
material glossed over here, is in preparation. I would like to thank Helge Lødrup, Michael Ewing, 
Simon Musgrave and Clare Hourigan for their comments on drafts of this paper.  
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Introduction 
Long-distance reflexives (LDRs) are reflexives which have an antecedent outside of 
their clause. They are normally treated as being ‘present’ in a language or ‘absent’, with 
English being a language that doesn’t ‘have’ LDR, and Norwegian being a language 
that does, although judgements for Norwegian are reported to vary (Strahan, 2001a, 
Moshagen and Trosterud, 1990). Examples of long-distance reflexives are given in (1) 
and (2), with the square brackets showing clause boundaries, and subscripts indicating 
intended coreference. Both (1) a. and b. are probably unacceptable to speakers of 
English, while equivalent structures in Norwegian, as given in (2), are acceptable to at 
least some speakers.  
 
(1) a. Johni asked [usj to talk about himselfi]. 
 b.  Johni said [that Maryj loved himselfi/*j]. 
(2) a. Johni ba [ossj snakka om segi]. (Standard Nynorsk orthography) 
  John bade us talk about himself. 
 b. Hani trudd [at dæmj kom til å flir åt sæi]. (Smøla dialect) 
  He thought that they came to (ie would) laugh at himself. 
 
This paper does not look at LDR itself, rather it is a first step at answering the question: 
Who uses LDR1 in Norway? Research into the variables that correlate with speakers’ 
acceptance of LDR in any language is limited, but generally the literature on this topic 
seems to suggest that for Norwegian at least, LDR is an archaism, inherited from Old 
Norse (Moshagen and Trosterud, 1990). It also appears that LDR is restricted 
geographically to Trøndelag, Northern Norway and Nordvestlandet (North Western 
Norway) (Sandøy, 1992, Knudsen, 1949), indicated in Figure 1 by the light grey 
shading.  
 This paper presents results from an initial investigation into several lectal factors 
that may be relevant to the acceptability of LDR in modern Norwegian. The purpose of 
this paper is to show that acceptance of LDR is not merely a syntactic issue for a 
particular language, and that other factors, including dialectal and other lectal variation, 
are also statistically relevant.  
                                                 
 
1 The LDR investigated here is of the type which is found in a subordinate clause predicated over by a 
matrix verb, where the reflexive is a argument of the subordinate verb, and the antecedent is an 
argument of the matrix verb, as shown in both (1) and (2). LDR out of relative clauses or picture-NPs 
are not included here. 
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This paper is organised as follows: Section 0 contains details on the methodology 
used, including the speakers, materials and procedure used to gather the data. Section 0 
contains the results of the statistical tests. Section 0 contains a discussion of how these 
results might be interpreted, including suggesting reasons why several variables were 
not statistically significant. The findings are summarised briefly in section 0. 
 
Figure 1. LDR dialect regions in Norway. Light grey shading shows the regions identified by 
Knudsen (1949) and Sandøy (1992) as having LDR. The diagonal shading shows the region 
identified here as being the most accepting of LDR in Norway. The mid-thickness black 
lines show the LDR regions used in this study for the variable Dialect. The light-weight 
dotted lines follow county boundaries, thus the southern part of the Nordland county (part 
of the Northern Norway region) is classed as Trøndelag Dialect; the county Møre og 
Romsdal is divided between Trøndelag, Midlandet and Nordvestlandet; and the county Sogn 
og Fjordane is divided between Nordvestlandet and Vestlandet. See Strahan (2001b) for 
justification for establishing these regions. 
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Method 
Subjects  
The subjects were 180 speakers of Norwegian, collected through the Norwegian 
Language Variety Archive (Målførearkivet), acquaintances and word of mouth. All 
subjects were volunteers. A description of the subjects is given in 0. 
Materials  
The LDR Questionnaire (LDRQ) consists of 50 items designed to elicit speakers’ 
judgements on the acceptability of sentences that could potentially have LDRs, with 
mainly third person anaphors (object reflexives seg 3sg/pl and seg sjølv 3sg/pl; 
pronouns ho ‘she/her’, han ‘he/him’, dei ‘they/them’; possessive reflexive sin; 
possessive pronouns hennar ‘her’, hans ‘his’, deira ‘their’, with some other anaphors 
also used) with different possible antecedents and different syntactic and semantic 
structures. The items varied for finiteness, factivity, logophoric predicates and the 
presence of competing antecedents, although not all permutations were used, to reduce 
the time required to complete the LDRQ to about 45 minutes. Results from the 
empirical testing of these sentences show that no single sentential factor (other than 
perhaps the presence of finite tense) accounts for the LDR data in one dialect region and 
not another (Strahan, 2006). It has been found that the relative order of the LDR 
regions, in terms of the level of LDR acceptance for each hypothesis, remains consistent 
(Strahan, 2001b). 
The LDRQ items were constructed allowing for a ‘fine’/’not fine’ distinction (with 
several types or levels of ‘not fine’), with space available for speakers to suggest an 
alternative. The LDR score for each speaker is the percentage of LDR sentences which 
a speaker accepted (‘fine’) or suggested (assumed to be ‘fine’)2. 
A Demographic Questionnaire was also used. This questionnaire consisted of 18 
questions. The purpose of these questions was to identify age (15-20, 21-40, 41-60, 
61+), sex (female/male), dialect (as identified by the speaker, refined based upon parish 
of residence and time spent there), speaker attitudes to Nynorsk and Bokmål (as 
reflected in their preference for Nynorsk or Bokmål for reading and writing, and which 
language the speaker considered their dialect closest to), nativeness of the speaker 
(based on self-evaluation and amount of contact with other dialects and languages) and 
their parents (based on the speaker’s evaluation of their parents, and their contact with 
other dialects and languages), and level of education (five levels, where 1: never begun 
high-school vidaregåande skule, 2: begun but not completed high-school, 3: completed 
high-school, 4: begun but not completed tertiary education universitet, 5: completed 
tertiary education).  
                                                 
 
2 Speakers also have a separate SDR (local reflexive) score, LDpronoun (non-local pronoun) score and so 
on for each anaphor. 
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Procedure 
The LDRQ was administered to participants either via email, regular mail, or 
questionnaire filled out in the presence of the researcher. Directions were provided in 
written form and spoken form where possible, and speakers recorded their responses on 
paper or electronically, with the raw data entered in a Microsoft Access database. The 
data was queried to select only those variables considered here, and copied into SPSS 9 
and R 2.3.1 for statistical analysis. 
Results 
In this section I describe the sample population, and give details of the statistical results, 
including the methods used. One-way univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 
carried out on the nominal data, while Spearman’s correlation was used on the ordinal 
scalar data (Age and level of Education). 
Description of subjects 
Numbers of speakers in each category and their mean LDR scores (as described in 0) 
are given in Table 1. The number of speakers from each dialect varied from 9 Sørlandsk 
(Southern Norwegian) speakers up to 43 Østlandsk (Eastern Norwegian) speakers. 
There were twice as many country residents as city residents, but about equal numbers 
of males and females. The ages of the speakers in the sample ranged from about 16 to 
about 80. A majority of the speakers were university educated, most spoke the same 
dialect as both of their parents, and three times as many people said their dialect was 
closer to Nynorsk than to Bokmål3. About equal numbers preferred to write in Nynorsk 
as Bokmål, and a majority said they had no preference for reading in one language or 
the other. These last two observation are certainly artefacts of the methodology: in 
reality only about 10% of the population read and write in Nynorsk on a regular basis. 
However, to make statistical comparisons of Nynorsk and Bokmål users, equal numbers 
were chosen. Native speakers of the various dialects were chosen in preference to non-
native speakers, although about one-quarter of speakers had some degree of interference 
in their dialect. This variable is not analysed statistically, due to the very uneven (and 
low) cell numbers. 
Some participants did not report their age, sex, level of education, dialects of their 
parents, the written language their dialect was closest to, the language they preferred to 
read or the language they preferred to write. 
 
                                                 
 
3 Norway has two official written languages: Bokmål (‘book-language’, based on Danish), and Nynorsk 
(‘new-Norwegian’, based on the conservative features of mainly West Norwegian dialects, and 
created by Ivar Aasen in the nineteenth century). 
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DIALECT N LDR Mean  CITY/COUNTRY N LDR Mean 
Trøndersk 32 36.69  city 51 27.73 
Midlandsk 15 31.73  country 129 30.57 
Nordvestlandsk 24 27.67  Total 180 29.77 
Vestlandsk 41 29.76  SEX     
Northern Norwegian 16 26.88  m 81 30.54 
Østlandsk 43 27.86  f 76 29.11 
Sørlandsk 9 21.78  unknown 23  
Total 180 29.77  Total 180 29.85 
AGE      SPEAKS     
15-20 12 28.17  Bokmål 43 27.49 
21-40 48 28.33  Both 11 26.91 
41-60 64 29.91  Nynorsk 120 30.47 
61+ 54 31.33  unknown 6  
unknown 2   Total 180 29.51 
Total 180 29.80  WRITES     
NATIVE SPEAKER    Bokmål 83 29.06 
native speaker 129 29.65  Both 15 28.93 
non-native speaker 7 26.28  Nynorsk 81 30.67 
some interference 42 30.28  unknown 1  
unknown 2   Total 180 29.78 
Total 180 29.76  READS     
BOTH NATIVE  PARENTS    Bokmål 57 28.70 
NBNP 44 28.77  Both 110 30.60 
BNP 134 30.13  Nynorsk 12 27.33 
unknown 2   unknown 1  
Total 180 29.80  Total 180 29.78 
EDUCATION         
never begun high-school 10 38.20  finished tertiary education 102 28.75 
begun high-school 20 30.80  unknown 12  
finished high-school 22 29.09  Total 180 29.57 
begun tertiary education 14 28.43     
 Table 1. Descriptives for LDR score for whole sample population 
Nominal data 
This study used a completely randomised 5-factorial design, where the nominal data 
was analysed using a general linear model (GLM) univariate factorial model. Univariate 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed using SPSS, with LDR score as the 
dependent variable, and Dialect, Sex, City/Country and Both Native Parents as the 
independent variables.  
The data was analysed, testing for interaction effect and main effect at the .05 level. 
The number of observations in each cell for the individual factors ranged from 10 (never 
begun high-school) to 119 (having both native parents). The results showed that the 
main effect of Dialect was significant with a large effect size (F = 2.722, p = .018, eta-
squared = .152, observed power = .850), but the main effects of Sex, Both Native 
Parents and City/Country were insignificant with small effect size (F = .195, p = .659, 
eta-squared = .002; F = .235, p = .629, eta-squared = .003; and F = 1.884, p = .173, 
eta-squared = .020) respectively. Levene’s test for homogeneity of variances resulted in 
F64,91 = 1.153, p = .264, not significant; thus homogeneity of variances was warranted. 
So it was concluded that there was enough evidence to say that there was an effect of 
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the variable Dialect on the dependent variable of LDR score, ie that there is significant 
dialectal variation with respect to LDR in Norwegian. 
Interaction effects were found to be not significant. 
Subsequent post hoc comparisons (Tukey’s HSD test) for Dialect, with an α level of 
0.05 showed that speakers from the Trøndelag Dialect had significantly higher average 
LDR scores than speakers from Nordvestlandet (North Western Norway, excluding the 
northern third of Møre og Romsdal county, p = .007), Northern Norway (excluding 
Helgeland, p = .009), Østlandet (Eastern Norway, p = .001) and Sørlandet (Southern 
Norway, p = .001). The output post hoc comparisons (Tukey’s HSD) showed 3 
homogeneous subsets, none of which were significant. Thus, speakers of the Trøndelag 
Dialect accept LDR significantly more often than other speakers, and none of the 
dialects seem to pattern alike with respect to LDR.  
Ordinal Scalar data (non-parametric) 
The ordinal scalar data – Age and Education – were analysed against the LDR score 
variable using Spearman’s correlation. (Spearman’s correlation is used when at least 
one of the variables is ranked, non-parametric data.) Sex, City/Country, Both Native 
Parents, Speaks, Reads and Writes were all recoded to allow analysis using Spearman’s 
correlation as well, with calculations performed by R (R Development Core Team, 
2006). LDR score was significantly weakly negatively correlated with Education (r 
= -.146, p = .058). Thus, the more educated someone is, the less LDR they accept. This 
can be seen in the scatter plot in Figure 2. LDR score was not significantly correlated 
with any other variable.  
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Figure 2. Scatter plot of speakers’ level of education versus LDR score, with trendline. Outliers are 
circled. 
Discussion 
Dialect as a significant variable  
Dialect is significantly associated with LDR in Norwegian, specifically, Trøndersk 
speakers are significantly more accepting of LDR than speakers from Northern Norway, 
Nordvestlandet, Sørlandet and Østlandet. This is not what has been reported in the 
literature, although the reassignment of speakers on the borders of Trøndelag, Northern 
Norway and Nordvestlandet to the Trøndelag Dialect may account for some of the 
discrepancy between my results and previous observations.  
In addition, speakers with lows levels of education, specifically those who have not 
completed high-school (vidaregåande skule), are significantly more accepting of LDR 
than those who have completed university.  
 
LDR was a feature of Old Norse, yet is not always acceptable to speakers of Modern 
Norwegian. According to Eyþórsson (2005), there are many examples of LDR in Old 
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Icelandic/Old Norse, and even three examples of an LDR referring back to a subject 
with quirky case, eg (3). Knudsen (1949) traces examples of LDR in writing by 
Norwegians and Danes over the past 600 years, showing evidence of its decline in 
Danish writing even more than in Norwegian writing.  
 
(3) ok þótti honumi [sem fóstra sínumi 
 and seemed him-DAT as foster.father-DAT self-DAT 
 myndi mein at verða] 
 would harm to become 
‘and it seemed to him as if his foster-father would be harmed’ 
 (Ljósvetninga saga, from Barðdal and Eyþórsson, 2003: 448)  
 
In addition, Moshagen and Trosterud (1990) and Sandøy (1992) suggest that LDR is 
only found in the regions of Northern Norway, Trøndelag and Nordvestlandet, although 
it has been shown here that the geographical distribution of LDR is even more restricted 
that that, being mainly acceptable in Trøndersk only.  
Combining the two points of LDR being a Norwegian archaism and LDR being 
restricted to only certain geographical regions of Norway, it might be supposed that the 
dialects which are most accepting of LDR are generally grammatically conservative, 
thus accounting for their preservation of LDR. Further, it might also be supposed that 
elderly speakers in general would be more likely to accept LDR than younger speakers, 
as a reflection of their more conservative language. Finally, taking into account the 
unusual status of Nynorsk as a written language specifically created to reflect 
conservative features of Norwegian, and the general feeling in Norway that people who 
write in Nynorsk are patriots or philologists who are concerned with language purity (or 
at least etymology) to a certain extent, it might be supposed that a speaker’s affiliation 
with Nynorsk should be a good indicator of their acceptance or use of LDR. However, 
none of these suppositions appear to be correct for this data. 
There are several possible reasons as to why the observed pattern does not match this 
expected one: 
Dialect. Most Norwegian dialects have some conservative and some progressive 
features, and it is not accurate to speak of the northern half of Norway, or even 
Trøndelag, as having more conservative dialects than the southern half of Norway. 
Conservative features are in fact scattered throughout most of Norway (see Faarlund, 
1999, for a detailed look at how well Nynorsk represents Eastern Norwegian dialects 
with respect to ‘conservative’ features), including the Oslo area (Sandøy p154-5 East 
Oslo retains the 3-gender system for nouns, while West Oslo has collapsed these to 2). 
Thus, equating LDR with ‘conservative dialects’ does not provide a good explanation 
for the distribution of this feature.  
Age. The variable Age surprisingly was not significantly associated with LDR use. 
This may be explained in the following way: Age is only useful in showing virtual 
language change across time, if it is assumed that a) use of the variable in question has 
changed during the lifetime of the speakers in the sample, and b) language use of the 
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speakers in the sample has not changed over their lifetime, such that the language of 
older speakers does reflect an older form of the language. The latter assumption may not 
be entirely valid, according to Harrington, Palethorpe and Watson (2000), although 
language change may slow down after puberty (Chambers, 2002), in which case this 
assumption could hold. However, with respect to LDR, Age is not a significant variable, 
and I believe this is due to an inaccurate assumption a).  
The use of reflexives in Norwegian writing declined through to the end of the 15th 
century, by which time pronouns had ousted reflexives from most anaphoric positions 
(Knudsen, 1949: 40-1). However, spoken Norwegian retained reflexives in many 
instances, including in LDR positions. Pronoun use in Danish has continued to gain 
ground to this day, which presumably has encroached upon LDR territory. The 
interaction of Danish with Norwegian is important to take into account, since Norway 
was under Danish rule until 1814, with Danish being the national writing standard in 
Norway for even longer. It seems from Knudsen’s description, that once Norwegians 
could write in Norwegian, the reflexive seg reappeared in their literature: ‘dess sterkere 
det hjemlige grunnlag ble for deres skriftmål, dess tryggere stod seg’ ‘the stronger the 
native foundation became for their written language, the safer seg stood’ (Knudsen, 
1949: 40). The spelling reforms of Danish into Bokmål began in 1907 and continue to 
this day. This date may be important in understanding why age is not a significant factor 
in LDR variation in this study. All speakers who participated in this study come from 
the same generation in this respect – a generation which has Norwegian, and not 
Danish, writing standards. 
Nynorsk. A preference for reading and writing Nynorsk was also not significantly 
associated with LDR, which may be accounted for as follows: Nynorsk is widely known 
in Norway to be conservative, and closer to Old Norse than Bokmål is generally. A lack 
of a significant association of Nynorsk and LDR may be due to one of three (or more) 
things: a) a preference for reading and writing Nynorsk may not be a good measure of a 
speaker’s desire to use conservative language; b) a preference for Nynorsk may be a 
good measure of a speaker’s desire to use conservative language, but LDR may not be 
recognised as such; c) LDR may not be recognised at all, and thus not applicable to the 
question of ‘Do conservative/Nynorsk users accept LDR?’. Several points support c) as 
the most probable explanation. 
In collecting this data, most speakers needed several examples to work out what I 
was investigating. This is unusual for Norwegian, since most speakers can readily list 
distinguishing linguistic features of their dialects (for example lexical items, phonetic 
markers and grammatical markers such as nominal gender systems and presence of 
dative case). Secondly, most speakers hadn’t noticed that they, or others, ever used 
reflexives in a ‘strange’ way. This could be due to Norwegians accepting as 
grammatical anything said in a different dialect. However, this leads to my third point: 
informants did not volunteer information concerning dialects they had heard which used 
this particular construction. My personal experience suggests that this is highly unusual 
for Norwegians, who are normally only too happy to offer foreigners their view on who 
says what where in Norway and Scandinavia. I conclude from this that the question of 
LDR and Nynorsk use was misguided in the first place, due to the invisibility of LDR in 
the popular folk dialectology. 
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The observed lack of association of Age and Nynorsk use with LDR acceptability in 
Norwegian can thus be explained by the fact that LDR use does not seem to have 
changed over the past century, and that its existence is not overtly noticed by speakers 
who cannot therefore use it to identify themselves as ‘pro-Norwegian’. 
Education as a significant variable  
It remains to give a plausible account of why Education is significantly negatively 
correlated with acceptance of LDR.  
Firstly, there is a significant correlation between Dialect and Education (r = -.076, 
p < .001, n = 180), yet this correlation is extremely weak (well below the level of r = .5 
which would constitute a good correlation). Education is a genuine independent 
variable. However, a factor that was not measured that may be related to both Dialect 
and Education, is Danish.  
Danish was omnipresent in the Norwegian educational setting for centuries (see eg 
Haugen, 1987 for more details). Norway was under Danish rule until 1814 and 
Norwegians wrote Danish until 1907, and modified Danish (now called Bokmål) since 
then. Danish has also exerted an influence on those Norwegian (and Swedish) regions 
closest to it, eg Southern Norway (Sørlandet and southern Vestlandet) and Southern 
Sweden (eg the area around Lund and Malmö). This is most clearly heard in the uvular 
or velar rhotic, which is alveolar in non-southern parts of Norway and Sweden. 
Now, Danish does not allow LDR over a finite boundary, and is thus quite restricted 
in its use of LDR. It is quite plausible that it has been a Danish influence, working 
through the Norwegian writing system and geographical proximity to certain areas of 
Norway, that has caused the loss of LDR in precisely those individuals who have been 
most exposed to either avenue of influence. 
With this cause of the loss of LDR in Norwegian, we would expect patterns of LDR 
in Norway to be such that southern coastal areas accessible to Danish speakers would 
have low LDR, while the northern parts of Norway would escape the influence and 
would thus retain more LDR. This seems to be true for the data here: although the 
sample from Southern Norway is very small, it also had the lowest LDR score by far. 
The low LDR scores in Northern Norway may be due to the influx of Eastern 
Norwegians during the industrial revolution, although this doesn’t explain why 
Northern Norwegian has a lower LDR average than Østlandsk.  
We would also expect to find lower LDR scores in highly educated people, even in 
regions of high LDR generally. However, looking within the Trøndelag Dialect, we find 
no strong significant correlation between level of education and LDR score (r = -.075). 
This may be due to the educational centre Trondheim being too far away from Denmark 
to be influenced by it to any great extent, but this is only guesswork. The high levels of 
LDR acceptance in Trøndersk must be considered unexplained at this stage. 
As a final note, there may actually be a causal relationship between LDR score and 
level of education. Let us refer back to the scatter plot of the whole sample data in 
Figure 2. Ignoring the outliers, it seems that, rather than some speakers being more 
accepting of LDR than others, the data is better viewed as some speakers being less 
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accepting of LDR than others. That is to say, the highest LDR scores (ignoring the four 
very high outliers which occur at both extremes of the educational spectrum), the real 
‘upper limit’ for acceptance of LDR is quite static across the different levels of 
education. What is interesting (ignoring the two very low scores for level of education 
2, which represent two Sørlandsk speakers), is that the lowest LDR score for each level 
of education decreases linearly. This may imply that education does not necessarily 
cause a speaker to change their judgements concerning LDR, but when it does, it only 
makes it less acceptable. Clearly even significant correlations of LDR with lectal 
variables are complex in their effects. 
Summary 
Dialect is a significant variable to consider when investigating LDR in Norwegian; in 
particular speakers of the variety described here as Trøndersk are significantly more 
accepting of LDR than speakers of other varieties of Norwegian. In addition, a 
speaker’s level of education is significantly correlated with their acceptance of LDR, 
where speakers who have a tertiary education are significantly less accepting of LDR 
than those who have not completed high-school. It is suggested that these two variables 
are related through the Danish language, which has influenced Southern Norwegian and 
Norwegian writing for many centuries, although the evidence for this is tenuous. Danish 
has far more restricted LDR than Norwegian generally, probably as a result of influence 
from High German, and it is the areas of contact with Danish which show the lowest 
acceptance of LDR in Norwegian. 
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